BEFORE THE NEBRASKA PUBLI C SERVI CE COW SSI ON

In the Matter of the Commi ssion,
on its own notion, seeking to
conduct an investigation into
intrastate access charge reform
and intrastate universal

service fund.
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Progression Order No. 8
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Ent ered: COctober 14, 1999
BY THE COW SS| ON

OPI NI ONS AND FI NDI NGS

On January 13, 1999, the Commi ssion entered an order that envisioned
each i ncumbent
| ocal exchange carrier (ILEC) submtting a
transition plan for Conm ssion approval. The order required that
each transition plan detail any and all rate adjustnents during the
applicable transition period. Furthernore, the Conm ssion
established the residential target rate of $17.50 and the single-line
busi ness service rate of
$27. 50.

Whil e the Commi ssion made every effort to conprehensively
address the issues surroundi ng the successful creation and
adm ni stration of the Nebraska Universal Service Fund (NUSF), there
still remain areas that need to be clarified. Therefore, the
Conmmi ssi on proposes to seek conmments on the foll ow ng issues.
Interested parties should comment on the appropriateness of these
i ssues and |ist any additional areas that they feel the Conm ssion
should clarify in Docket No. C1628. The Commi ssion is not seeking
coment on the substance of these issues at this tine.

1. Are the basic | ocal service benchmarks set by the
Conmi ssion "m ni mum' price levels, nmeaning that conpanies
rai sing basic local service prices above the benchnarks
nmerely receive a | ower universal service support anount
or shoul d conpani es rai sing basic |ocal service prices
above the benchmarks forfeit all universal service
support?

2. Do inplicit subsidies still exist in the rural |ILEC access
structure and price limts adopted by the Conm ssion?

If a rural ILEC can conply with the access structure and
price limts, should the conpany be required to raise its
basic |l ocal service prices to the benchmarks and nake
correspondi ng revenue reductions in access charges?

If arural ILEC s access structure and prices contain no
inmplicit subsidies, should it be required to raise basic
| ocal service prices to the benchmarks?

3. VWhat rural |ILECs should be entitled to utilize the 1.25
factor for access rates and in what circunstances?



4, G ven that rural ILEC access price limts are based on
NECA interstate access rates, should the price [imts be
updat ed when NECA changes its interstate access rates?

5. Shoul d rural |LEC conpany intrastate access prices be
all owed to exceed the access price limts as a result of
the R TIC rate el ement being phased to other access
el ement s?

6. How shoul d non-rural exchanges be treated when purchased
by a rural tel ephone conpany? How should rural exchanges
be treated when purchased by a non-rural telephone
conpany?

7. Shoul d i ndi vi dual conpanies that are jointly owned or
controll ed by the sane hol ding or parent conpany be

consi dered as one conpany in ternms of any dem ni nus
exenption?

ORDER
I T 1S THEREFORE ORDERED by the Nebraska Public Service
Conmmi ssion that interested parties file comments in this matter on
or before Decenber 2, 1999. Parties filing comments should file
t hree paper copies and one el ectronic copy in WrdPerfect 6.0 (or
newer) fornat.

MADE AND ENTERED at Lincoln, Nebraska, this 14th day of
Oct ober, 1999.

NEBRASKA PUBLI C SERVI CE COWM SSI ON
COWM SSI ONERS CONCURRI NG

Chai r man

ATTEST:

Executive Director
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